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Abstract
The current state of education establishes the norm of consistent literacy intervention in
elementary education and through specialized accommodations thereafter; unfortunately, many
students reach secondary levels without the literacy skills necessary to be successful in their
classes and beyond into adulthood. The task of managing this gap is overwhelming, and it stems
from various economic, racial, and situational variables that schools cannot address entirely.
Instead, teachers may make the choice to improve the equity within their immediate
environments by prioritizing equity through direct literacy instruction, consequently providing
opportunities for these students to attain those necessary skills for lifelong success.
The individual teacher, alone, is not the answer to these needs; a community of experts in
their respective fields are. Teachers have considerable training, skills and knowledge to convey
to their students, and treating them with the respect that their experiences deserve will enable
them to become communal leaders in their pursuit of literacy instruction best practices. This
framework establishes peers as the leaders of their own professional learning experiences, and
they will use their collaborative support to continually develop plans, deliver instruction, review
data, and improve their instruction as many times as the school year (and all other variables) will
allow. Through the power of communication and collaboration, teachers will improve their own
instructional skill set without the pressure of rigid structure or overbearing management.
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Chapter 1
Problem Statement
American students of low socioeconomic status are experiencing inequity in their
education because there is no legal pathway they may pursue in order to receive further support
to address the literacy gap that persists within that demographic (Hanushek et al., 2019).
Students are reaching secondary levels without the ability to read and decode complex texts;
teachers are, in turn, underprepared to address these inabilities because there is less emphasis in
secondary teacher education on literacy development because it is assumed that students are
gaining these skills before they reach this point in their educational path (Bainbridge & Macy,
2008). Unless students qualify for assistance through an IEP, Section 504 plan, or classification
as an English Language Learner, there is no consistent intervention in place to address these gaps
and provide the education that they need to be successful in postsecondary education. This
continues the cycle of inequity and further distances these students from educational
opportunities (Oakes, 1982).
Importance and Rationale of the Project
It seems unnecessary to state that a continuation of illiteracy into secondary education is
alarming, but the reality is that most literacy intervention and concentrated programs are
provided to elementary and occasionally middle-grade schools, and very little funding or
legislation is directed towards normative high school settings (Burns et al., 2010). If students are
unqualified for support through special education, there is no assurance that they will ever
receive education that will improve their literacy.
A 2019 report from the National Center for Educational Statistics found that 31.6% of
American adults between the ages of 16 and 65 are only capable of low-level literacy skills such
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as “comparing and contrasting information, paraphrasing, or making low-level inferences,” and
another 17% are incapable of even achieving these standards of literacy. This means that nearly
half of American adults are incapable of complex tasks related to literacy, including the
following tasks:
Likely can navigate and understand texts that are multiple pages or are in a complex
digital format; Likely can identify, interpret, or evaluate one or more pieces of
information that may require varying levels of inference; Likely can perform tasks that
require respondent to construct meaning across large chunks of texts or perform
multi-step operations; Likely are able to read and disregard information that is irrelevant
to answer questions correctly. (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019, p 11)
An educated population is a community of innovation, progression, and success; we do not have
a population that is being set up for great things in our country if we have individuals incapable
of discernment as they navigate texts that could either hinder or support their knowledge about
their local and global communities, much less individuals that seek out education/training in
order to be a more qualified worker in any number of fields.
As we focus on the meaning of this literacy to the individuals who ‘fall in,’ there is also
concern for the inequity that we are perpetuating for these students’ lives thereafter. We have
been aware of the literacy gap for decades, and when James Coleman published the widely read
and discussed 1966 report, “Equality of Educational Opportunity,” it became the blueprint for
identifying and attempting to address gaps in opportunity. Hanushek et al. (2017) unpack the
progress since that report in their historical analysis, “The achievement gap fails to close: Half
century of testing shows persistent divide between haves and have-nots,” and they report: “the
nation launched a ‘war on poverty’ that made compensatory education its centerpiece. That gap
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has not widened, as some have suggested. But neither has it closed” (p. 15). Despite waves of
educational reform, including the monumental establishment of No Child Left Behind, we are no
closer to addressing the roots of the problem than we were in 1966.
It is undeniable that the financial demographics of the United States are main contributors
to the literacy gap; basic understanding of economics and social structures indicates that “just as
socioeconomic status and school performance are correlated, so, too, are socioeconomic status
and educational opportunity” (Gorski, 2018, p. 87). In 1967, the percentage of Americans living
in poverty was 50.9; in 2012, it was 50.3% (Winer et. al., 2013). Though of course many factors
play into this bold statistic, it is difficult to refute that such a high large number of impoverished
individuals in our country are grossly influenced in their educational successes.
Schools and the dedicated individuals within them cannot single-handedly address this
massive variable of financial stability in student’s lives. The actions that these stakeholders can
take include the ability to train teachers in best practices, set high standards for students
regardless of socioeconomic status or initial ‘college-directed’ skill sets, and set goals for their
educational community that reflect the needs of the students’ local communities and
opportunities. In the secondary setting, this will nearly always need to happen at building-level
with administration leading in dedication to equitable education and a focus on developing
literacy skills within every classroom; without government funding or a shift in legislative focus
to address the academic needs of the older school-aged population, this is the most accessible
opportunity for schools to make change most immediately. Without these intentional focuses,
high schools across the country will continue to graduate students who will fall into the
aforementioned literacy gap, and these educational institutions continue to work as a cog in the
wheel of poverty and inequitable foundations for further education. As a matter of fact, Ilies et
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al., (2019) conducted a four-year study of individuals within ninety different career domains to
determine the correlation between education and job satisfaction and, consequently, life
satisfaction. Their findings suggest that individuals with greater career mobility due to
qualifications granted through education enjoyed a better person-job fit, leading to greater job
satisfaction, more control over decisions for health and finances, and generally a greater sense of
agency in life.
Background of the Project
There was considerable fear of academic failure in the wake of No Child Left Behind that
resulted in heightened demand for rigorous coursework and testing to demonstrate growth in the
individual and the school as a whole; the general consensus was that intervention needed to be
hard-hit in elementary schools, with approximately 84% of elementary school respondents
indicating that they used a Response to Intervention model that incorporated assessment data to
direct resources through multi-tiered systems of support, whereas only 18% of secondary school
respondents doing the same (Burnset et al., 2010). Thus, the students who were already
struggling due to variables related to their socioeconomic status were less likely to remain in
high school because of a lack of appropriate supports (Lang et. al., 2009). This trend is not
recent, but despite decades of varying attempts to address this gap, there remains a significant
disparity between students of middle-to-upper SES and those of low SES. Indeed, even the gains
that Hanushek et. al. (2017) identified in an impoverished group of students between elementary
school and the end of middle school were not retained by the end of that population’s high school
years. In the eyes of many individuals who are not exposed to educational contexts in
impoverished communities, including some of those communities’ political representatives, their
continued struggle to reach levels of success in comparison to more affluent communities is
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perceived as a reflection of the individual’s or community’s lack of motivation or ability to do so,
perpetuating classism and racism (Gorski, 2018, p. 17). The comparison is unjust because it does
not take into account all of the variables that low socioeconomic status creates that influence any
educational context, including the risk of greater stress/trauma and unaffordable medical issues
that affect the long-term brain development of children (Hanushek et al., 2017, p. 10).
As high school students near adulthood, they carry this greater burden of the mental load
of their own poverty whether or not they are even aware of their disadvantage because they carry
greater responsibility for their own success. Again, a focus on primary education diverts
attention from the illiteracy of the secondary population, and even studies of intervention in
secondary settings within the United States are few and far between, providing little in the way
of discovery in order to address the ongoing concern of literacy skills as students approach
adulthood. This indicates that there is little perceived value to reading intervention for students
so late in their educational careers, despite the evidence that high school is where preexisting
gains in both reading and mathematics peter off or are even lost entirely. Even in the few studies
that have addressed this need of literacy intervention, it was discovered that “most students who
enter high school reading substantially below grade level will require more than 1 year of
relatively intensive reading intervention to make significant progress towards actually closing the
gap” (Lang et. al., 2009, p. 170). An additional contrast to more affluent peers is the ‘shadow
education’ available to students with weath who may struggle academically: they have the ability
to seek out additional services or gain access to similarly wealthy peers who may assist them “more wealth means more choices, more opportunity, more access” (Gorski, 2018, p. 7). This
proves even further complicated: neither do we want to track disadvantaged students out of
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normative classes because we know that this is not best practice, nor do we want them to fall
behind their peers by not receiving remedial instruction/literacy intervention (Oakes, 1982).
This leads to the question of what secondary institutions are or are not doing to ensure the
success of students who are disadvantaged outside of the school setting, and what may still be
done to recover these students’ academic prospects before they conclude high school and
continue to be disadvantaged due to their lack of literacy skills in their adult lives. Teachers
cannot be reasonably held accountable for the impossible task of making up for these students’
inequalities, but they do have the responsibility to produce equitable conditions in their
classrooms (Gorski, 2018). This is why many progressive schools are taking on the reformation
of Equity Literacy curriculum, which is:
comprised of the skills and dispositions that enable us to recognize, respond to, and
regress conditions that deny some students access to the educational opportunities
enjoyed by their peers and, in doing so, sustain equitable learning environments for all
students and families. (Gorski, 2018, p. 5-6)
This is a complex task because the needs of the school will vary between communities, and
teachers will require time and training to acclimate to those needs, as well as taking years of
practice to most fully implement instructional strategies that will improve school quality
(Hanushek et al., 2017; Lang et al., 2009).
The role of teacher education programs is highly influential in the success of teachers
attempting to integrate literacy practices into their instruction; however, the reality is that the
implementation of these practices are limited in most teacher education programs, with one or
two foundational theory classes representing the entirety of their instruction on literacy. At best,
these classes are delivered in conjunction with their teacher education courses and are directly
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related to the preparatory work that teacher education students complete before becoming
professionals, at which time they take on the greater responsibilities of teaching, managing,
documenting, communicating, and all other tasks related to their career - they will no longer
necessarily have the focus of literacy instruction. In worst case scenarios, these classes are not in
conjunction with their internship(s), and are thus potentially disconnected from the experience by
a semester or more. In either scenario, entry level teachers can and do struggle without the
support of intentional professional learning, and some may not even have the skill set to address
the needs of their struggling students; without a coach or further education/intervention, it is
unlikely that this trend will change for these educators (Bainbridge & Macy, 2008).
Statement of Purpose
This project will be a general outline of a professional development program which
should be instituted in any given high school across all content areas. The first session of the
school year will require that each department (grade level and content-area) establish literacy
goals for their students and for themselves. Each professional development session (at least once
a month, but more would be encouraged depending on the district’s cooperative planning time)
will review specific literacy strategies relevant to any content area, and require that teachers
work with their department to construct some possible opportunities to implement the new
strategy according to the goals they have constructed. Each month, staff will hold themselves
accountable for the implementation of these strategies in all of their courses so that they become
more knowledgeable literacy teachers, and either administrators or academic coaches will be
responsible for following up with staff on the effectiveness of their strategies.
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Objectives of the Project
Teachers will be able to:
● Identify current weaknesses in instructional planning in regards to literacy instruction
● Construct literacy goals for their students based on Common Core State
Standards/whichever standards apply to their school district
● Implement literacy strategies that they attain throughout the program within their
content-area classes
● Communicate their struggles and successes with department teams and
administrators/coaches in order to brainstorm further improvement upon their literacy
instruction
● Create a socially constructed atmosphere that values student resilience and individual
input and holds student to high standards of communication and completion
● Provide non-tracked, equitable, and culturally relevant literacy instruction to students in
their content-area classes
Through the pursuit of these objectives over the course of a school year (and hopefully
beyond), teachers will become experts in teaching literacy that is relevant to their field, students
will receive the intentional instruction that they need to bridge the literacy gap, which will in turn
improve their own sense of self-efficacy and actual ability to be successful in high-pressure state
assessments (Beecher & Sweeny, 2008, p. 525). Schools will reduce the inequitable act of
tracking students based on perceived skill level, further instilling access to more equitable
education (Gorski, 2018, p. 98-99). Indeed, instituting literacy instruction “yields substantially
higher test score gains than remedial or test-prep approaches - approximately three times the
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growth in reading comprehension - even as it produces gains in overall intellectual and social
development” (Gorski, 2018, p. 122).
Definition of Terms
Socioeconomic Status: the social standing/class of an individual, typically determined by
income and access to resources such as education (Lang et. al., 2009).
Equity: the fairness of a situation when considering an individual’s specific needs; is not the
same as equality, which refers to all individuals receiving the same experience (Gorski, 2018, p.
20).
Literacy: competence in using, understanding, and interpreting language in written and spoken
contexts in order to derive meaning (Bainbridge & Macy, 2008).
Scope of Project
This project will be implemented in a high-school setting with some variation in delivery
and focus based on the determined needs of that particular school’s community. This project
serves as a structured backbone to whatever specific needs each district uncovers with guidance
in the forms of: a professional development calendar for meetings, goal-setting, implementation
of strategies, and deconstruction of teacher work; complete introductory presentations to
establish the goals of the professional development and direction the staff will take throughout
the year; sample lessons/presentations that may be provided if that school sees a need; and
examples/guided strategies for teachers to implement immediately within the classroom.
This project will address the current lack of equity within literacy education for students
in high school settings by allowing teachers to become literacy experts within their own content
areas. This non-tracked system ensures that all students have access to the skills required for
higher-ordered thinking and communication. It also allows for flexibility in individualizing and
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targeting supports in areas of the greatest need, increasing efficiency and effectiveness (Mizrav
& Lachlan-Hache, 2019, p. 3).
On a more individual level, this system will also increase individuals’ self-efficacy and
general motivation in the secondary school setting firstly because of the inherent support of
literacy instruction being provided in every content area; this accessibility decreases the
frequency of negative feedback (assuming this is what they would face if presented with a task in
which they had not developed the literacy skills to be successful); it increases the opportunity for
self-assessment and reflection while receiving more accurate feedback; most importantly, it
provides opportunities for students to be more thoroughly cognitively engaged in higher-order
thinking skills, cementing their self-efficacy through positive teacher expectations, which have
been shown to be more positively impactful than negative teacher expectations are damaging
(Madon et al., 1997). This program does not only present practical academic support, but it also
improves on the mental and emotional health of students who will see themselves as more
capable readers, writers, and thinkers.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introduction
The ongoing inequality due to lack of literacy-based resources for students of low SES is
perpetuated by a lack of teacher support and education in the area of content literacy (Oakes,
1982; Bainbridge & Macy, 2008; Hanushek, Peterson, Talpey, & Woessmann, 2019). This
project is dedicated to implementing content-area literacy professional development to address
the literacy gaps that exist especially for secondary students in underprivileged communities.
Thus, this literature review will establish the theoretical contexts that develop equity theory to
address privilege, and then the constructivist theories that make up the backbone of effective
professional development. Research and resources present thereafter will largely be focused on
the methods and strategies through which socially constructed learning will take place, and the
resources available to leaders and participants in this literacy professional development in
preparation for the practical applications of Chapter Three.
Theory/Rationale
Equity Theory in Application to Literacy Development
Equity theory was popularized by the revolutionary Paulo Friere, who published the
foundational text, Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1972). In his critical writings, he detailed the
processes that communities establish in dehumanizing the oppressed; one particular method that
is relevant to this project is the use of tracking and low expectations dependent on the
characteristics of the oppressed, such as race and socioeconomic class. This establishes an
inherent sense of inferiority that the out group internalizes, such as the pipeline to prison or
‘stuck stupid’ phenomena we see in schools today (Wilson, 2014). Freire (1972) makes
suggestions for people in the oppressor class who want to improve conditions for the oppressed:
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“True solidarity with the oppressed means fighting at their side to transform the objective reality
which has made them these ‘beings for another,’” asserting that action, not just reflection, is at
the core of change (p. 49). With the power we have in schools, we must recognize that education
is that partnership, and co-intentional education with our students will result in that objective
reality. A positive attitude about our contributions or their intentions is not enough.
Ashford-Hanserd et. al. (2020) are very much in line with Freire as they posed an
important concern in their historic contemplation, Shadows of Plessy v. Ferguson: The dichotomy
of progress toward educational equity since 1954. The authors determine that, based on the
Supreme Court decision in Plessy v. Ferguson, the government posits that “all citizens should
experience equality in education regardless of sex, creed, or economic circumstance,” which
arguably leads to the conclusion that our current educational system is founded on illegality in
that resources and funds are not equal (p. 624). They argue that, if the United States were to truly
practice this standard, all schools “must remove barriers and roadblocks to facilitate adequate
and equal access,” but that the current overwhelming trend is a lack of access to skills due to
inadequate resources, a lack of expectations for disadvantaged students, and the immediate
power to support them in reaching for grade-level expectations (p. 626). Thus, an action plan
must be in place for all schools that do not enable access for underprivileged students.
Gorski’s (2018) text, Reaching and Teaching Students in Poverty, contains contextual
research regarding the access that impoverished schools do or do not have to resources and
funding for support. Due to the practice of funding schools using the property taxes within the
district, high poverty schools “receive significantly less overall state and local funding on
average than schools with wealthier student bodies” (90); this enhances the racial re-segregation
of districts and schools as individuals that can afford to flee the underprivileged, under-resourced
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schools tend to do so (p. 94). Gorski (2018) notes the role that No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has
played in this context, too, as students with little support continue to struggle to meet graduation
and state-level requirements, resulting in “the most economically distressed schools all the more
vulnerable to sanctions for not meeting those benchmarks” (p. 92). There are funds to address
needs presented by low-achieving students through Title I; however, these funds “provide, on
average, less than a 5-percentage-point boost to school funds,” which may not cover the needs of
a school that contains a majority population of high-poverty students (Gorski, 2018, p. 92). Thus,
the expectation that equitable access to resources may come from Title I funding is naive at best;
instead, students ought to rely on their content-area teachers to bridge these gaps.
Social-Constructivism Through Instructional Strategies to Address Inequity
This project makes an assumption: that teachers have the ability to relay content-area
literacy skills to their students. The program takes the constructivist approach, which
“[challenges] traditional educational philosophy, [and] assumes there is a fixed body of
knowledge which can be transmitted from educators to learners” (St. Pierre Hirtle, 1996, p. 91).
This approach focuses on communication between mentor and mentee, transmitting valuable
information through dialogue that values each individual’s perspectives and values, enabling the
zone of proximal development (ZPD) as a safety net for the maturation of a mentee’s ideas under
the guide of a mentor (Berkeley Graduate Division, 2019). This movement was developed by the
Soviet psychologist Lev Vygotsky, who proposed that all cognition originates in social
interaction, meaning that learning requires this social aspect, and it cannot be departed to
students from the educator. In Vygotsky’s view, learners were integral parts of the knowledge
community (Berkeley Graduate Division, 2019). The dialogue in an educational setting
deconstructs fixed boundaries, and enables a more democratic classroom with less pressure
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placed on conventions or perceived commitments to standards of thinking (St. Pierre Hirtle,
1996, p. 92).
The social constructivist approach to teacher investment in school improvement is
generally more effective than a more directed approach because of the resulting empowerment
that teachers develop through their investment; it is unsurprising to note that, as the
on-the-ground resources, teachers are the most effective conveyors of information and
knowledge; coincidentally, it is also unsurprising to note that teacher buy-in significantly
improves the potential for success in any school-based initiative (Bainbridge & Macy, 2008).
Teachers are expected to be experts in their fields because of all the training they have received
and continue to receive; showing belief in their expertise by encouraging a sense of agency in
their environment will enable growth, investment, and true professional progress (Butler &
Schnellert, 2012; Knight, 2021).
Collaboration and Communication to Enhance Equity
Participation in change through the lens of social constructivism effectively bridges the
equity gap through teacher agency and expertise: the individual is given the power to meet the
needs of underprivileged students, and they have the support of other experts to guide their work.
Gorski (2018) extends equity theory to the practice of equity literacy, which is defined as “the
skills and dispositions that enable us to recognize, respond to, and redress conditions that deny
some student access to the education opportunities enjoyed by their peers” (p. 5-6). The intention
is to acknowledge and combat the reality that underprivileged (impoverished) students have “less
access than wealthier peers to the sorts of cognitive enrichment opportunities that reflect the
notions of cognitive ability most rewarded in today’s public schools” due to the ongoing value
placed on meritocracy, in which achievement is deserved, not rendered (p. 80). These are the
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core beliefs presented by Gorski (2018) for a school that values equity literacy, which are
relatively similar to the assertions of Freire (1972):
● No student should be denied the educational opportunities offered her peers
because of where she was born or the economic condition of her family or, for
that matter, her family’s home language or racial identity or any other condition
beyond her control. (p. 23)
● Equitable educators adopt a resiliency rather than a deficit view of low-income
students and families: consider the prosocial dispositions, intellectual capability,
dedication to education instead of viewing their deficits. (p. 30-31)
● Low teacher expectations are bad for students, and high expectations breed
stronger student performance regardless of socioeconomic status. (p. 98-99)
Gorski asserts that it is the teachers and leaders of the school that take on the responsibility to
acknowledge these gaps and develop action plans in response to them, primarily through the
following actionable strategies:
1. Recognize both subtle and not subtle biases and inequities in classroom dynamics,
school cultures, greater society
2. Respond to biases and inequities as they crop up
3. Redress biases and inequities in the longer term
4. Create and sustain an equitable environment (Gorski, 2018, p. 12)
It is with these actionable strategies in mind that the professional development of Chapter 3 will
be coordinated, addressing the main priority of equitable access.
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Research/Evaluation
Establishing the Need for Content-Area Literacy
Content literacy is the use of reading, writing, speaking, and listening in specific content
areas for the purpose of learning the skills required to be proficient in that context (Shanahan &
Shanahan, 2008). Content-area literacy within the individual classroom is essential; this requires
that content-area teachers be trained in strategies appropriate for their discipline so as to provide
literacy instruction outside of just language arts classes (Peery & Shiel, 2021). It has historically
been a popular opinion that content-area teachers are not responsible for literacy instruction;
however, they will be far more familiar with the intricacies of their own written material, reading
and vocabulary demands, and effective strategies to access their content than an interventionist
or special education teacher (Allen, 2021). Allen (2021) of Vanderbilt University asserts that
teachers who integrate academic literacy instruction with content instruction will find that their
students are more likely to:
● Construct meaning from content-area texts and literature
● Make inferences from text
● Learn new vocabulary using context clues
● Link ideas across texts
● Identify and summarize the main ideas or content within a text
● Perform well on classroom and state-mandated tests
A Framework for Content-Area Literacy Instruction
Given that many non-ELA teachers (and even ELA teachers themselves) have limited
exposure to direct literacy instruction, a variety of resources need to be available to them
throughout this PD to inspire opportunities to implement and improve this instruction. The
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broader goals are inspired by Peery and Shiel’s (2021) What to Look for in Literacy: A Leader's
Guide to High Quality Instruction, as they define what effective literacy instruction is and what
expectations are; their text provides literacy ‘check-up tools’ as well as an overview of the
various elements of literacy that should be included in a whole-school movement to improve.
With the standards set forward for skills in this text, the training will also incorporate the
perspective of Shanahan and Shanahan (2008), whose study, funded by the Carnegie Corporation
for over two years, analyzed disciplinary literacy, experts on content areas, and methods through
which teachers implemented literacy instruction to come to the conclusion that students benefit
when literacy approaches fit the context of the content area, and teachers also benefit in a
contextualized study because of their own unique perspectives and strategies; the authors assert
that teachers should be involved in the decision making and strategy building process, further
reflecting Vygotsky’s social constructivist theory.
Peery and Shiel (2021) standardize who a highly literate graduate is based off of
standards set by Common Core:
A reader: one who chooses to read on his/her own and one who can tackle complex texts
in all disciplines; A communicator: One who can speak and write well, who can share
information effectively, defend one’s positions with compelling evidence, and collaborate
well with others; A critical thinker: One who can analyze and synthesize, taking into
account the credibility of the sources; An inquirer: One who seeks information about
his/her interests and who finds answers to meaningful questions; and a global citizen:
One who embraces diversity and seeks cultural understanding. (p. 17)
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Easily Generalized Literacy Modes
Reading Comprehension. There are essential literacy skills that are generalizable
without much strain to any instructional context; the first of these is comprehension of complex
texts.Complex texts differ depending on the content area in which they are used, but generally
speaking these texts will contain unconventional structures, such as implicit meaning, graphics or
nontraditional data presentation, content-specific vocabulary that assumes reader knowledge, and
other obscure nuances to fully grasp the meaning of the text (Harvey & Goudvis, 2017).
Regardless of the content area or the length of the text, if a student does not have the skills
required to work in depth with a text, it is unlikely that the aforementioned nuances will reach
the reader, and they will be developing a limited understanding of the text. In order to address
this need, Strategies that Work by Harvey and Goudvis (2017) provide resources for teachers that
demonstrate possible strategies for meaning making through reading and enhancement of
understanding so that students may think and act strategically, too; this expands the practice of
written literacy in a traditional language-arts focus to the various needs of content areas.
Vocabulary Instruction. Acquisition of vocabulary is similarly complex as reading
comprehension for many of the same reasons: use of content-specific vocabulary is often
unfamiliar to inexperienced readers, there is an underlying ‘language’ to vocabulary
deconstruction, and the connotations of specific vocabulary usage may only be recognized
through close reading and deconstruction (Fisher et al., 2015). Though readers and speakers
naturally acquire new vocabulary through exposure, when students are faced with complex
academic tasks with difficult vocabulary, effective strategies would empower them to
independently acquire knowledge; this is, then, the responsibility of the instructor: to not just
teach vocabulary memorization, but to direct their students to the resources that they may
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continue to employ in their attempts to decode vocabulary (Manyak et al., 2018). Manyak et al.
(2018) published a study based on vocabulary instruction through the Vocabulary and Language
Enhancement (VALE) program. VALE prioritized the method of teaching vocabulary through
direct instruction in application during oral and written expression. The strategy is to select small
sets of high-value words for the specific task, and to apply those words in context (through
speech and writing) over an extended period of time. Their model is supported by Alamri and
Rogers (2018) who determined that explicit instruction is most effective with the use of
pre-teaching (before reading) and visual strategies to impact understanding, application, and
retention of new vocabulary.
Writing Instruction. Written skills are also an evident and pervasive literacy mode that
must be addressed in this professional development. Every content area has a written component
because students in this modern era of education are asked to demonstrate skills and thinking
processes, not just information they have memorized; this may be as singular as a response to a
word problem in mathematics, or as expansive as an argumentative essay. To learn how to write
in contexts that are appropriate for the content, students have to engage in the writing process on
a regular basis in every content area. Simply providing a prompt, no matter how small or large, is
not appropriate instruction; each context and response requires its own process of prewriting,
development, and editing (Atwell, 2017). Nancy Atwell’s (2017) Lessons That Change Writers
demonstrates the flexibility of writing practices to meet the needs of any written task, carefully
implemented regardless of content area. The theory and methods of Atwell’s (2017) text applies
the theory of content-area writing instruction to meet the needs of any written context.
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Supplements from Classes Not Viewed as ‘Literacy Rich’
There are certain content areas (in this case, sciences, mathematics, and visual arts) that
are commonly viewed as less rich in opportunities for literacy development than others, which
end up often being left out of the conversation in literacy instruction. Instead of attempting to
mold the teachers of these content areas into a fit that is more befitting an ELA-centric class, the
goal is to use elements of the relevant literacy modes that are contextually appropriate to the
target skills for those classes (in alignment with Shanahan and Shanahan (2008)) and consider
how those may be made into resources for alternative literacy practices (less ‘generalizable’
practices) for all content areas.
Altieri’s (2016) text, Reading Science: Practical Strategies for Integrating Instruction,
has value beyond the science content classroom. It emphasizes teacher responsibility in
developing specific literacy skills to “not only learn scientific information but also be able to
ultimately think and read about science topics interdependently” through strategies that enable
understanding and evaluation of complex, jargon-heavy texts (p. 3-4). Like Shanahan and
Shanahan (2008), Altieri (2016) insists that teachers are “disciplinary literacy experts”
responsible for familiarizing themselves with “a wide range of strategies so that not just
high-achieving students develop scientific skills” in the face of a consistent science-specific
academic deficit (p. 4, 7). These practices are applicable to any text that demonstrates complex
content-specific information.
Mathematics and visual arts are oddly combined in the perception that these disciplines
are not literacy-dependent whatsoever due to the symbolic nature of both content areas.
However, Kenney, Hancewicz, Heuer, Metsisto, & Tuttle (2005) assert in Literacy Strategies for
Improving Mathematics Instruction that the essentials of mathematics actually require quite a lot
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of literacy work, through modelling and formulating, transforming and manipulating, inferring,
and communicating (p. 2). Yenawine (2013) asserts something similar in Visual Thinking
Strategies, in that visual arts are dependent on using visual literacy strategies through critical
thinking and written or verbal expression to work with “not what they know, but how they use
what they know” (p. 5). Both content areas are focused on processes instead of products, which
aligns with the goal that Sweeney (2017) tasks us with: to not use a task, but a demonstration of
learning to determine if students are truly growing.
The perceptions of arts and mathematics could not be more different, however;
traditionally, math is seen as a ‘hard subject’ and arts as a ‘soft’ one. Both contain processes that
are transferable to all content areas. For example, in mathematics, there are “both formal and
informal expressions… when we attempt to engage students by using real-world examples, we
often find that colloquial language does not always map directly or correctly onto the
mathematical syntax,” meaning that layman’s language needs to be more carefully translated and
communicated into the mathematical spectrum (Kenney et. al., 2005, p. 3). Students experience a
double-decoding, dependent on expression of ideas, understanding and application of
vocabulary, the use of graphic representations, and interpretations of complex (though typically
short) passages to infer meaning. Kenney (2005) also asserts that, in order to reach higher-level
thinking in mathematics understanding, a verbal literacy must also be developed, further
instituting the need for Vygotsky’s social constructivist theory.
Yenawine (2013) also details the process-driven literacy skills required from visual arts;
though the tendency is to assume that ‘viewing’ is not a complex task, the reality is that it is an
“essential primary experience with the physical world” instead of “[glancing] at works for mere
seconds, from which only the simplest impressions are possible” (p. 7). Through intentional
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literacy skills learned through visual arts, students will be “observing, interpreting what one sees,
probing and reflecting on first and second thoughts, considering alternative meanings,” and art of
increasing complexity in order to participate in discussions and analysis (p. 12). These skills
would be appropriately used in any content area in which visuals are required for the sake of
analysis, not just enjoyment.
The Value of Agency in Professional Development
The concept of professional development is not unique, but it is uncommon to place the
burden of literacy instruction on the normative content classroom teacher; this is the ultimate
goal of this program. This system of professional development focused on content-area literacy
has its benefits, beginning with the social-constructivist nature of this program. When teachers
are constructing an understanding of the goals and needs of their students, they are more likely to
apply the knowledge they are gaining and seek their colleague’s perspectives on continued
improvement in their classes, establishing mentor/mentee relationships and solidifying a
communicative staff culture (Sweeney, 2017). This also allows more experienced teachers to
“leverage their expertise to ensure that there is continuity in instructional expectations and new
teacher support from preservice to inservice” (Mizrav & Lachlan-Hache, 2019, p. 9).
Additionally, teachers in this professional development place themselves in a student role, which
further improves their management of their own students and atmosphere of the classroom
because of their shared mentality (Mizrav & Lachlan-Hache, 2019). Peer-reliant communities
result in efficient work spaces: “everyone is smarter, more ambitious, and productive”
(Bainbridge & Macy, 2008, p. 75); they are also more likely to be contextually appropriate and
result in teachers who take more risks because there is less evaluative pressure, and more
communal support (Knight, 2021). A social-constructivist approach to this content will also
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increase teacher agency, which in turn will incentivize teacher retention (something that has been
proven over time to be even more impactful than teacher salary) (Black, 2016, p. 1647).
Environmental Impacts of Teacher Agency in Professional Development
Ensuring that all staff are involved in this professional development also allows for
continuity in community implementation of this vital focus of literacy instruction; this will need
to be an ongoing program to continue student exposure to high-quality educators who provide
high-quality literacy instruction, something that has a compounding effect in engagement and
learning for individual student and the nation as a whole (Black, 2016; Gorski, 2018). Again, this
dedicated time and communal support is beneficial for teachers and administrators as it
effectively uses the resources that are already available (teachers) in a cost-neutral design, it may
be adjusted for the district’s specific needs (such as a large population of impoverished students,
a high quantity of students in special education, a large population of immigrants/students with
limited or interrupted formal education), and it does not require accountability measures from
government institutions (Mizrav & Lachlan-Hache, 2019). Student needs may be met without the
bureaucracy of external organizations while benefiting the entire school culture from the ground
up.
Beecher and Sweeney (2008) conducted a case study of one school’s work in “Closing
the Achievement Gap with Curriculum Enrichment and Differentiation,” and that institution used
some guiding questions to form the school’s assessment of need and response. Some of the
questions that are relevant to the objectives of this professional development are:
● What are the essential elements of curriculum and instruction that make this
transformation from failure to success possible?
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● How can educators change the remedial instruction paradigm and stress students’
strengths as a means to improving student learning and closing the achievement
gap? (p. 507)
Methods for a Socially Constructed Professional Development
The methods presented in this professional development will follow the social
constructivist theory, modeled closely after Sweeney’s (2017) Student-Centered Coaching: The
Moves. The coaching cycles that teachers will choose and engage in will be short enough
between meetings that impact can be measured, but provide enough time to allow staff to
construct their own goals using the data/research presented to them. Teachers will be responsible
for working in their department groups to determine the learning (not task) goals for their
students, using their standards to interpret and create actionable expectations in student-friendly
language. A coach or mentor teacher will be providing support through ZPD, though unlikely to
intervene in the real-time classroom, through collections of evidence (such as teacher anecdote,
video observations, and student work). This work will be analyzed in a group setting, looking for
evidence of skills and potential gaps in student learning.
These models are clearly coherent with a social constructivist perspective, and by
reinforcing group conversations and self-regulation, these individual and communal processes
and goals may be clearly set and understood. This continues to empower the teachers in their
agency, their ability to solve problems, and to construct the context in which they want students
to learn, not have it defined for them (Butler & Schnellert, 2012). The interdependence of goal
setting in a group enables legitimate agency that is authentically tied to a school-wide goal, so
administrators will be responsible for releasing some of that control to the benefit of the
participants; the grassroots of teacher action must take place through “[allowing] teams to pose
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relevant questions, hypothesize answers, and use evidence to support or show fallibility of
claims,” with resultant data being any artifact that makes student learning visible (Donohoo &
Mausbach, 2021, p. 24-25). This requires school decision makers to shift their mindsets away
from standardized testing towards more local and practical evidence, which teachers grant more
validity to, and are more likely to use as viable evidence of their success or struggles (Donohoo
& Mausbach, 2021, p. 26).
Peery and Shiel’s (2021) text, What to Look for in Literacy: A Leader's Guide to High
Quality Instruction, develops manageable ‘steps’ to monitoring and implementing a literacy
program through “check up tools” (methods of monitoring), and benchmarks in all the modes of
literacy; there is an emphasis on collection of and reflection on data that are directly related to
these tools and benchmarks. This text is written for the use and implementation by administrators
and coaches, so there are chapter-dependent, actionable leadership goals that will be reflected in
this professional development:
● Increase coherence of curriculum, instruction, and assessment
● Ongoing dialogue with staff on relationship between teaching and leadership
practices
● Frequently visit classrooms and provide feedback to teachers based on the impact
of their teaching on student learning, revealed through classroom observations
● Monitor and use performance data for program improvement (Peery & Shiel’s,
2021, p. 3)
This emphasizes the importance of coach/leader involvement investment, similar to Sweeney’s
(2017) methods, which again supports the social constructivist model through equal engagement,
conversation, and cooperative learning. Peery and Shiel (2021) also align with Sweeney (2017)
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in that the goals are constructed by teachers with mentors within ZPD, and personalized, relevant
data is meant to be collected and reflected upon in order to reduce the knowing-doing gap.
Summary
The current state of intervention and individualized supports in schools, being granted
through specific qualifiers such as an IEP, 504 Plan, or status as an English Language Learner, do
not ensure equitable education (Gorski, 2018). This lack of equity is not merely missed
opportunities to improve education, but neglect in forms that influence lifelong success and
contentment (Freire, 1972; Ilies et al, 2019). Furthermore, it is a reflection of our continued
unconstitutional segregation in this country (Ashford-Hanserd et al., 2020).
Invested teachers are the greatest asset to bridging the equity and education gap (Butler &
Schnellert, 2012; Knight, 2021); this will be accomplished through increased agency via socially
constructed professional learning, allowing the instructors to lead one another instead of being
dictated action or influenced by external forces (Bainbridge & Macy, 2008). Socially constructed
programs increase teacher agency, which subsequently improves retention and overall morale
within a teaching community (Black 2016). There is expansive research on the effective nature
of a collaborative professional learning experience, which is what this project is based on
(Bainbridge & Macy, 2008; Sweeney, 2017; Mizrav & Lachlan-Hache, 2019; Knight, 2021).
The focus of this collaborative learning experience is on the value of content-area
literacy, which is the use of literacy modes to learn skills that are specific to the context in which
they are learned: a more authentic and diverse approach to literacy that improves a learner’s
adaptability to various contexts (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Thus, by directly implementing
content literacy instruction, we create more equitable educational classes in secondary settings,
regardless of content area (Peery & Shiel, 2021). In doing so, teachers will reach more students
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who have needs but do not qualify for greater support, establishing some base equity in their
classroom; this is also simply more effective in distribution than pull-out or intervention sessions
(Allen, 2021). Through a variety of focuses on generalized and non-generalized literacy moves,
teachers will be equipped with the skill set necessary to be successful in this professional
learning program.
Conclusion
A teaching community that seeks equity will focus on content literacy in order to address
the gaps that exist within their community. This addresses the current lack of supports for
students who require help, but do not qualify; instead of their struggles being accepted as a norm
or an impossible problem, the literacy instruction of all content-area teachers will improve the
flexibility and comprehensive academic success of their students.
This shift requires true engagement from educators in the process, which obligates a
method that encourages individual investment and freedom to attempt strategies with the
assistance of peers who are also experts in their field. Their collective strategies and attempts in
literacy instruction will continually guide their improvement over an extended period, resulting
in educators who are indeed consistently improving and implementing strategies that address
literacy needs. This serves the dual purpose of supporting students and creating empowered,
expert educators.
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Chapter Three: Project Description
Introduction
There is an undeniable achievement gap between students of low and high socioeconomic
status which can be addressed in part through effective literacy instruction, leading to greater
academic and lifelong success (Oakes, 1982; Gorski, 2018; Ilies et al., 2019). Research has
shown the most productive way to improve literacy instruction to combat this inequity is through
socially constructed training in which teachers, not interventionists or outside resources, are
made the experts in literacy instruction (Beecher & Sweeney, 2008; Lang et al., 2009; Gorski,
2018; Hanushek et al., 2019; Mizrav & Lachlan-Hache, 2019; Allen, 2021). Socially constructed
literacy instruction is a way in which teachers may use their existing expertise to support and
develop growth in one another without the pressure from a standardized program or overly
‘managed’ system of professional learning. This project provides a framework for communities
of teachers to work intentionally to improve their literacy environment and instruction so that
their students become more capable learners and thinkers. The components of this project
include a literacy checklist to establish baseline individual needs and to provide all stakeholders
with a sense of what patterns of strengths and weaknesses already exist. The next component
launches the collaborative nature of this project through a presentation of the goals of the
professional learning - the first steps of improving environmental aspects of literacy and the
‘cycles’ of learning that teams will engage in thereafter. These cycles will always conclude with
individual reflection, and they may be repeated as often as possible and appropriate for the team.
Project Components
This project is greatly influenced by the structures presented in Sweeney’s (2017) text,
Student-Centered Coaching: The Moves, and Peery and Shiel’s (2021) text, What to Look for in

28

Literacy: A Leader's Guide to High Quality Instruction. The combination of these resources
leads to a professional learning experience that is structured around individual effort and
evidence and a focus on the most effective and impactful literacy instructional practices.
The first component to this project is the Classroom Literacy Checklist (Appendix A).
This checklist exists for multiple purposes: it is the anticipatory set for participants in the teams
that will be completing the cycles of literacy instruction; it collects data for stakeholders such as
administrators and coaches who require a baseline understanding of what literacy practices are
already being implemented in their school, and what potential resources they may need to supply
participants in order to fulfill literacy goals (e.g. classroom libraries, materials for visual literacy,
etc.); the checklist also provides a baseline for what each team needs to work on in their
individual classrooms, and it is a resource for the participants to collaborate and brainstorm ways
to address both communal and individual literacy needs.
The Introductory Presentation (Appendix B) launches the professional learning cycles by
frontloading information about the importance of literacy instruction, especially within districts
that have students of low socioeconomic status. This resource connects the primary theories of
social-constructivism and equity education to convey the necessity of this professional learning
when considering the long-term impacts of equitable access to literacy strategies (Freire, 1972;
St. Pierre Hirtle, 1996; Gorski, 2008). It may seem like common knowledge, but research also
indicates that if participants in professional learning do not buy-in to the presented ideas and
subsequent learning activities, the outcomes will not be as impactful because the processes will
not be as carefully executed (Butler & Schnellert, 2012; Donohoo & Mausbach, 2021). For this
reason, the Introductory Presentation is an essential component to the success of this
professional learning experience.
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Following the introduction, participants will view the Literacy-Rich Environments
Presentation (Appendix C) and complete the Individual Environmental Plan (Appendix D) and
the Team Environmental Plan (Appendix E). These guidelines are largely inspired by the
suggestions made by Peery and Shiel (2021) with the purpose of initially uniting the
departmental teams into a manageable but still very literacy-rich activity that will benefit their
students by establishing appropriate environments and setting the tone for the remainder of the
professional learning experience. This extends and accompanies the aforementioned teacher
buy-in without overwhelming participants with data-heavy tasks early on. There is also an
element of accountability for teacher movements without an overbearing presence as they are
required to acquire administrator sign off on their Team Environmental Plan. Again, this move
sets the tone for the experience: there is an expectation for development and growth, but they are
meant to be engaged as a team, not to be hovered over and questioned by an authority figure.
This may not be manageable for every district; if this is the case, it is recommended that, if
self-monitoring is ineffective due to a lack of accountability, administrators may consider the
monitoring discussion questions in Peery and Shiel (2021) to guide their interventions with
participants. As a whole, that is not the desired outcome of this project.
The Team Data Cycle Outline (Appendix F) should be distributed to all participants so as
to prepare them for the upcoming work of the data cycles. This resource, inspired by the
coaching cycles established in Sweeney (2017) and the cooperative methods of Butler and
Schnellert (2012), lays out the following cyclical pattern: establish literacy goals; plan
frontloading/preparation for the literacy instruction to begin; deliver the lesson and collect
artifacts of learning; review the artifacts with the team and discuss, looking for successes and
still existing gaps; adjust instruction and attempt again. This outline will be accompanied by the
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appropriate resources depending on the phase of the cycle that participants are in; before
constructing their literacy goals, the team should view and discuss the Setting Goals: Finding
'Just Right' Presentation (Appendix G). This activity is resourced from the early stages of
coaching found in Sweeney (2017).
Before moving into Setting an Individual Literacy Goal (Appendix I), participants may
be supplied with Literacy Instruction Resources (Appendix H) to review potential opportunities
to implement literacy instruction that they were unfamiliar with or may suit the context of their
content more appropriately. The resources found in this appendix are inspired by all of the best
practices of the following texts:
● Alamri and Rogers’ (2018) article: The effectiveness of different explicit
vocabulary-teaching strategies on learners’ retention of technical and academic words
● Allen’s (2021) module: Teaching Vocabulary and Comprehension in the Content Areas.
● Altieri’s (2016) text: Reading science: Practical strategies for integrating instruction
● Atwell’s (2017) text: Lessons that change writers.
● Fisher et. al’s (2015) text: TDQ, grades 6-12: Text-dependent questions: Pathways to
close and critical reading
● Harvey and Goudvis’ (2017) text: Strategies that work: Teaching comprehension for
understanding, engagement, and building knowledge, grades K-8
● Kenney et. al’s (2005) text: Literacy strategies for improving mathematics instruction.
● Manyak et. al’s (2018) article: Teaching vocabulary for application: Two model practices.
● Yenawine’s (2013) text: Visual thinking strategies: Using art to deepen learning across
school disciplines.
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These resources are presented to participants with the understanding that they have existing
literacy instructional knowledge from their teacher education programs, but that there may have
been a considerable amount of time between that training and the equity-focused learning
experience they are engaging in now. This resource is there to lighten the burden on teachers to
reinvent themselves or try something new without some basic guidance. With this resource, they
may move into the more strenuous process of Setting an Individual Literacy Goal, in which they
must carefully deliberate on one instructional activity in which they identify content and literacy
targets, how the success of their students will be measured, what evidence they will collect, and
how this activity will work into the greater purpose of their progress towards targeted outcomes.
Though this work is intensive, it is only to be repeated once per cycle for the intention of
personal and team review.
Immediately following the delivery of the instructional activity, the participant should
complete Individual Data Collection and Responses (Appendix J). The purpose of this product is
to allow the participant some independent time to think and reflect on what their students have
accomplished and to determine whether or not they were successful in meeting their targets, and
to what extent this is so. This information will also be presented in the subsequent meeting as all
participants commune and deliberate on their data throughout the Team Data Review: Noticing
and Naming Presentation (Appendix K). The goal of this meeting in the data cycle is to rely
heavily on the social constructivist nature of this professional learning experience; they are
relaying their successes and needs to peers and fellow experts who can empathize and expand on
their knowledge. This intention is made clear in the presentation as the tone is set with the
resiliency view held by Freire (1972) and the actionable, neutral commentary suggested by
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Sweeney (2017). The participants are supported in this effort by sentence starters that imply
open, non-judgmental communication.
After each participant has had an opportunity for their lessons to be heard and reflected
on, they would independently complete the Individual Reflection (Appendix L). The reflection
again serves multiple purposes: it allows the participant to circle back to their efforts and
consider what they were successful in accomplishing with their literacy instruction; it provides a
baseline for which students or groups of students still need intentional support and instruction in
order to accomplish the literacy goal of that lesson; it ensures that teachers are taking a resiliency
approach to their instruction by continuing to push for the progress of excelling students; finally,
it serves as a brief form of accountability as administrators sign off on the document and
recognize that this instructor is making intentional efforts to revisit, reflect, and revise their work
to best support their students.
Project Implementation
This project would be most appropriately implemented in a secondary school setting
(grades 6-12) as a means to address literacy gaps for students who do not otherwise qualify for
intervention or accommodation. This would be most effective in a district that has a large
number of students of lower socioeconomic status, as they have historically been underserved in
the quality of instruction and number of academic opportunities made available to them (Oakes,
1982; Madon et al., 1997; Beecher & Sweeney, 2008; Gorski, 2018; Hanushek et. al, 2019;
Mizrav & Lachlan-Hache, 2019). The longevity of this professional learning experience is within
the control of the stakeholders of the program as each cycle should be completed in 4-6 weeks; it
could remain indefinitely as teachers continue to improve upon their literacy instruction. It would
be ideal for teams to meet for these cycles at least three times per semester in order to maintain
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consistency in each individual’s implementation of the plan and consequential growth. As noted
previously, this professional learning experience does not require heavy monitoring, but this may
be required based on the school’s needs, and should be planned for accordingly.
Project Conclusions
This framework allows each department to take control of their own learning, and in
doing so they will foster an equitable and collaborative learning environment for themselves and
for their students. They will participate in development with a more individualized approach, and
therefore they may access deeper meaning to the activities they will be responsible for. Above
all, this approach focuses on improving vitally important literacy practices in their school, which
will ultimately create more equitable conditions for their students, who will someday leave that
environment more empowered to transfer their skills and become successful adults. Schools exist
to prepare individuals for life beyond that environment, and this project ensures that participants
will continue to be intentional in fostering those successes.
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Appendix A: Classroom Literacy Checklist

Classroom Literacy Checklist
Visual Presence in Individual Classrooms
Yes

Not Yet

N/A

Yes

Not Yet

N/A

Yes

Not Yet

N/A

Literacy goals are posted for each lesson OR unit
Content-area goals are posted for each lesson
Posters/visuals are present and supportive of literacy
Posters/visuals are present and supportive of content
Vocabulary relevant to the immediate context is visually present and defined

Available Texts

A library is openly accessible
Students have been given direct instruction on how to check out library materials

ELA-Specific Classroom Library

Each ELA classroom has a classroom library
Each classroom library has approximately 20 books per student in the classroom
Each classroom library has a variety of books, including but not limited to: Fiction,
Nonfiction, Reference books, Graphic novels
Books at the lower lexile levels than the ELA class requires
Books at higher lexile levels than the ELA class requires
Each classroom library is a reflection of the demographics of the school, including
authors/characters of color, authors/characters with disabilities, first-language texts, etc.
Each classroom library has a system of management to facilitate browsing
1
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Non-ELA Classroom Library
Yes

Not Yet

N/A

Yes

Not Yet

N/A

Non-ELA classrooms have a classroom library
Each classroom library has texts that are reflective of the separate contexts that are
taught in their class
Each text is labeled with relevant topics to facilitate browsing

Reading

The expectation is that students read everyday in class
The teacher activates background knowledge before reading a new text
The teacher models various methods of reading strategies according to the task and/or
text type
The expectation is that students will intentionally use reading strategies to comprehend
or analyze texts
The teacher identifies or plans reading strategies around new or difficult vocabulary
2
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Writing Curriculum (All Content Areas)
Yes

Not Yet

N/A

Yes

Not Yet

N/A

The expectation is that students write every day in every class
The expectation is that the instructor writes when students write
There is consistent modelling of the kinds of writing that students are expected to do
through teacher-constructed texts and/or mentor texts
There is a variety of writing assigned throughout the school year based on the content
and context
The expectation is that students receive opportunities to choose their own topics for
writing
The expectation is that students receive opportunities to pre-write or plan an extensive
piece of writing
The expectation is that students receive opportunities to conference, draft, and revise
when constructing an extensive piece of writing
The expectation is that students will talk about their writing

Speaking and Listening

The teacher verbally communicates the daily goals/learning objectives at the beginning
of every lesson
The teacher engages students in instructional conversation every lesson
The teacher engages students with open-ended questions to facilitate organic
discussion
The teacher instructs students on expectations for formal and informal conversations
The expectation is that students may engage with one another in instructional
conversations in addition to their responses to the teacher
3
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Appendix B: Introductory Presentation
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Appendix C: Literacy-Rich Environments Presentation
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Appendix D: Individual Environmental Plan

Individual Environmental Plan
Staff:

Room #:

In this upcoming unit, what are some essential literacy skills you want your students
to work on? Consider the categories those skills might fall into: Oral Literacy; Written
Literacy; Reading Literacy; Visual Literacy.

How might your classroom set up foster the viewing of/participation in elements that
would improve any of these literacy domains?

In the table below, provide a brief overview of the literacy-based improvements you
plan on making to your classroom, and provide an approximate date these will be
going up in your classroom.

Improvement:

Basis in literacy (skill or domain)

21

21

Created by Leah Metivier-Kearney, 2021

59

Deadline:

Appendix E: Team Environmental Plan

Team Environmental Plan
Present Staff:

Department:

Considering the Literacies (Oral, Written, Reading, Visual), what are some goals your
department wants to work towards as a team?

What communal spaces are available to your team to immerse students in literacy?

Propose 2-3 ideas for literacy immersion in some of these spaces.

Team Literacy Immersion Deadline: ___/___/___
22
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Administrator Sign Off:__________________________________
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Appendix F: Team Data Cycle Outline

Establish Literacy Goal
Each participant will complete the Setting an Individual Literacy Goal outline to
determine what literacy skill they will be specifically pursuing for their students.
Some participants may make the same goal, depending on the contexts, whether
they share the same class load, etc. Participants should remember that content
knowledge is not the primary goal; instead, they should be using content to pursue
the skill/deeper understanding (Sweeney, 2017). Review the ‘Setting Goals’
presentation with participants.
Plan Frontloading/Preparation
The team should meet within two weeks of lesson delivery to ensure that members
are aligned with department goals and literacy-based objectives. This is a time to
work as a team, to communicate in an effort to improve, and to notice trends across
the department that may enable some collaboration. Here are Sweeney’s (2017)
considerations as teams set goals:
1. What do you hope the students will learn?
2. How do the standards aid in the focus on literacy instruction?
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3. What would you like to see your students doing (as readers, writers,
mathematicians, scientists, etc.)?
4. Is there any existing student work or data that supports your focus, ensuring
the greatest impact on their literacy development? Could this kind of data
continue to be collected after the first unit?
5. What are your initial feelings about your goal? Does it feel right to you? (23)
It would be beneficial to the individual and the team to collaboratively review these
questions with each member after they have introduced the general information
about their lesson/literacy focus.
Deliver Lesson and Collect Artifacts
Each participant should, in the following two weeks, deliver their literacy instruction
and collect tangible data from the experience. To demonstrate the most accurate
presentation of student thinking, it is ideal if each participant can collect video
recordings of at least a varying number/range of abilities within the literacy
instruction so as to facilitate conversations about needs met/not met. It is also
essential that participants collect some tangible evidence of their students’ thinking
through a formative assessment of some kind. After they have finished their lesson,
they should promptly complete the Data Collection and Responses sheet.
Review Artifacts with Team for Successes/Gaps
The Team Review Process may require more than one professional development
session; this time should be arranged carefully, considering the number of
participants in the group. In these sessions, each participant will present the data
that they have collected from their literacy instruction and bring their Individual Data
Collection and Responses. The team will follow the discussion prompts on the “Team
Data Review: Noticing and Naming” presentation.
Adjust Instruction and Attempt Again
Each participant will be responsible for the follow up Individual Reflection, a copy of
which will be submitted to their administrator to indicate further steps taken by the
participant. The following schedule should be communicated to participants by the
administrator; it is advised that Team Data Cycles occur monthly to ensure that
participants consistently improve their literacy instruction and work collaboratively
with their teams to progress towards departmental literacy goals.
23
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Appendix G: Setting Goals: Finding 'Just Right' Presentation
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Appendix H: Literacy Instruction Resources

Literacy Instruction Resources
Strategy

Oral
Literacy

Reciprocal Teaching

X

Literature Circles (any texts)

X

Jigsaw

X

Interactive Word Walls

Written
Literacy

Reading
Literacy

Visual
Literacy

X
X
X

X

Socratic Seminar

X

Rigor and Relevance Moves

X

X

X

Rigor and Relevance Question Stems

X

X

X

Vocabulary Roots
Annotation

X

Think-Aloud

X

Vocabulary Maps

X

X

X

X

Semantic Mapping

X

X

Making Inferences

X

X

Plot Diagramming

X

X

Mentor Texts

X

Text-Based Opinion Posters

X

X
X

Text Structures

X

Literary Genres

X

Context Clues for Vocabulary

X
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X

Progression of Text-Dependent
Questions

X

Critical Thinking Through Debate

X

Text-to-Text, Text-to-Self,
Text-to-World

X

X

X
X

X

Word Sorts

X

X

Semantic Feature Analysis

X

X

Real-World Inquiry Projects
PSA Scripting and Recording

X

X

X

X

X

Cognitive Academic Language Learning
Approach
“I Have, Who Has?” Vocabulary Game

X

Concept Map

X
X

Visual Thinking Strategies

X

Deconstructing the Task

X

X
X
X

STEM Books for High School

X

Independent Reading

X

Finding and Using Trade Books

X

Informational Text Feature Walk

X

Polar Opposites Comprehension and
Critical Thinking

X

Descriptive Writing: Write about A
Pebble

X

Acrostic Poetry for New Vocabulary

X
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X

X

Pre-Teaching Vocabulary Strategies

X

Sentence Imitation
Impromptu Speeches

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

The Inner Conversation
Deep Connections Reading Response

X

Questioning While Reading

X

Genius Hour Writing Workshop

X

X

Student Constructed Thick and Thin
Questions

X

Sketchnoting

X

Important vs. Interesting Information

X

Project-Based Learning

X

Vision Boards
Mistake Analysis

X

Campaign Project

X

Hexagonal Thinking
TQE Reading Response

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

Skeleton Notes

X

One-Pagers

X
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X
X

X

28

X

X

X

Cornell Note-Taking Strategy

28

X

X
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Appendix I: Setting an Individual Literacy Goal

Setting an Individual Literacy Goal
CCSS Target Standards

Target Literacy Domain(s)
and
Target Literacy Skills

Learning Targets

Meaningful Instructional
Activities

Assessment/Data Collection

Content Target

Anticipatory Set

Assessments of Learning

What content information or concepts
do you want students to understand?
(Keep in mind: they are at the center
of your goals more than any other
stakeholder.)

How will you: create interest,
engagement and purpose; introduce
objectives; activate prior knowledge,
experience; or build required
understanding? (Consider: what does
it seem that my students can/can’t do
at this time?)

What evidence of learning will
you collect? For which learning
target(s)?

Evidence/Example
What would it look/sound like when
students meet the knowledge
objective? (Remember: this should
reflect learning, not a product.)
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Reasoning Objective(s)

Lesson Sequence

What will students do with their
knowledge? How will they process
and create something specific to your
content? (Product-focused)

What is the essential development of
this lesson with the literacy skill at the
focal point? Consider what interactions
(with texts, peers, teachers) will build
students’ use of their skill and/or the
knowledge of the content?

What prompts or tasks will
generate that evidence?

Evidence/Example
What would it look/sound like when
students meet the reasoning
objective? (Product)

Language Objective(s)
How will students use language as a
tool for thinking and communicating?

Conclusions: Teacher and Student
Evaluation
What opportunities will you present to
reflect on the progress students have
made? Will they self-evaluate, or will
you make your evaluations known to
them?

Purpose: Why is this lesson important? How does it lend
coherence to what came before, what comes after?
29
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How will you collect/record
evidence?
It is suggested that, if possible,
video recordings collect student
thinking through
discussion/communication.

Appendix J: Data Collection and Responses Sheet

Individual Data Collection and Responses
Share your initial impression immediately after the lesson. How did both the learning
and teaching go?

What data have you collected to review with your team? Why was this data the
best representation of the literacy work you had your students do?

What issues for discussion or questions relevant to this data would you like to work
on with your team?

Using your data, provide specific evidence of the full range of student learning in
the table below.
Range of Learning
Student
demonstrates:

Claim:
Some students can
accomplish (specific
skills, knowledge,
dispositions in a specific
content/context)

Evidence or examples of student
responses in support of the claim,
specifically described/quoted

MASTERY:
Students CAN DO
EMERGENCE/
PROGRESS:
Students CAN
ALMOST DO
STAGNATION/
INABILITY: Students
CANNOT YET DO
30
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What could have
facilitated or
constrained the lesson?
(Learners, texts,
activity, context…)

Appendix K: Team Data Review: Noticing and Naming Presentation
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Appendix L: Individual Reflection

Individual Reflection
Give yourself some credit: What did you do that went really well? What was a
reassuring or pleasantly surprising outcome?

My students were working on the literacy skill of:________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
Progress ‘Buckets’
Place your students in the most appropriate ‘bucket’ so you can plan future work
with them.
Got It

Nearly There

Not Getting It

What should come next?

How would this support our right two progress buckets?

Are there opportunities to differentiate between our buckets? What opportunities
could our ‘Got It’ kids have to continue excelling?

Reflecting on your Team Data Review, what went well? What could be improved?
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